Corrigendum to ''Do successor effects in reading reflect lexical parafoveal processing? Evidence from corpus-based and experimental eye movement data" [J. Mem. Lang. 79-80 (2015) 
a b s t r a c t
In the past, most research on eye movements during reading involved a limited number of subjects reading sentences with specific experimental manipulations on target words. Such experiments usually only analyzed eye-movements measures on and around the target word. Recently, some researchers have started collecting larger data sets involving large and diverse groups of subjects reading large numbers of sentences, enabling them to consider a larger number of influences and study larger and more representative subject groups. In such corpus studies, most of the words in a sentence are analyzed. The complexity of the design of corpus studies and the many potentially uncontrolled influences in such studies pose new issues concerning the analysis methods and interpretability of the data. In particular, several corpus studies of reading have found an effect of successor word (n + 1) frequency on current word (n) fixation times, while studies employing experimental manipulations tend not to. The general interpretation of corpus studies suggests that readers obtain parafoveal lexical information from the upcoming word before they have finished identifying the current word, while the experimental manipulations shed doubt on this claim. In the present study, we combined a corpus analysis approach with an experimental manipulation (i.e., a parafoveal modification of the moving mask technique, Rayner & Bertera, 1979) , so that, either (a) word n + 1, (b) word n + 2, (c) both words, or (d) neither word was masked. We found that denying preview for either or both parafoveal words increased average fixation times. Furthermore, we found successor effects similar to those reported in the corpus studies. Importantly, these successor effects were found even when the parafoveal word was masked, suggesting that apparent successor frequency effects
Number of observations
As the number of observations changed, the last two sentences in the first paragraph of the Results section need to be changed as follows:
The original text read: ''Despite the various exclusion criteria, there were 60,640 data points available for analysis of SFD and 64,210 available for analysis of GD in the corpus analysis. Assuming that most of the difference between SFD data points and GD data points is due to refixations, this corresponds to a 5.5% refixation rate. In the analyses using the experimental approach, there were 3922 data points available for analysis of SFD on the pre-target word, 6137 datapoints for analysis of SFD on the target word, 4114 data points for the analysis of GD on the pre-target word, and 6630 data points for the analysis of GD on the target word".
This must be changed to read: ''Despite the various exclusion criteria, there were 85,792 data points available for analysis of SFD and 99,381 available for analysis of GD in the corpus analysis.
Assuming that most of the difference between SFD data points and GD data points is due to refixations, this corresponds to a 13.7% refixation rate. In the analyses using the experimental approach, there were 3820 data points available for analysis of SFD on the pre-target word, 6179 datapoints for analysis of SFD on the target word, 4266 data points for the analysis of GD on the pre-target word, and 7702 data points for the analysis of GD on the target word".
Random effects structure
In our re-analysis, we removed the random slope for word n frequency (i.e. the frequency of the current word) over word. This was necessary as the models as originally specified did not converge after the addition of the inappropriately excluded data. As word n frequency does not vary within words (each word always has the same frequency), this random slope would not be expected to capture any systematic variance, and removing it does not make a difference to the model results. It is important to note that having this slope in the model in the original analysis did not cause any problems in terms of interpretation -it merely did not capture any meaningful variance and made convergence more difficult to achieve. Using this model specification, and with the additional data, we could now fit all the models with the same random effects structure (unlike in the original analysis). Consequently, Sentences 4 through 6 in the paragraph on random effects structure in the Results section need to change as follows:
The original text read: ''Following this recommendation, we included random slopes for subjects and words only for the following effects which we deemed critically important: (1) the effect of n + 1 frequency; (2) the effect of n + 1 predictability; (3) the interaction between n + 1 frequency and n + 1 word length (necessarily also including the main effect of n + 1 word length); (4) the interaction between n + 1 frequency and n frequency (necessarily also including the main effect of n frequency). As we still had convergence problems even with these simplified models, we removed the correlations between the random effects. Removing random correlations reduces model complexity (and potentially, power), but does not lead to the significance tests being anticonservative. Even with this simplification, we could not fit a model for SFD that included both random slopes for the n + 1 frequency by n + 1 length and the n + 1 frequency by n frequency interaction. In this case, we had to fit two separate models, one containing only n + 1 frequency by n + 1 length interaction and one containing only the n + 1 frequency by n frequency interaction. When evaluating the effect of the n + 1 frequency by n frequency interaction, we will report results from the latter model". This must be changed to read: ''Following this recommendation, we included random slopes for subjects and words only for the following effects which we deemed critically important: (1) the effect of n + 1 frequency; (2) the effect of n + 1 predictability; (3) the interaction between n + 1 frequency and n + 1 word length (necessarily also including the main effect of n + 1 word length); (4) for subjects only, the interaction between n + 1 frequency and n frequency (necessarily also including the main effect of n frequency -as all instances of a word have the same n frequency, a random slope over words does not make sense in this case). As we still had convergence problems even with these simplified models, we removed the correlations between the random effects. Removing random correlations reduces model complexity (and potentially, power), but does not lead to the significance tests being anticonservative".
Effects of the mask manipulation
The paragraph describing the effects of the mask manipulation needs to change as follows:
The original text read: ''Just as in the analysis including only the mask manipulation, the full model showed a significant effect of the n + 1 mask on SFD (b = À0.1, SE = 0.004, t = À25.57) and GD (b = À0.1, SE = 0.0041, t = À24.92), with fixation times being longer in the n + 1 masked condition (mean SFD = 230 ms, mean GD = 235 ms) than in the n + 1 unmasked condition (mean SFD = 208 ms, mean GD = 211 ms)". This must be changed to read: ''Just as in the analysis including only the mask manipulation, the full model showed a significant effect of the n + 1 mask on SFD (b = À0.17, SE = 0.0031, t = À54.56) and GD (b = À0.19, SE = 0.0033, t = À56.90), with fixation times being longer in the n + 1 masked condition (mean SFD = 241 ms, mean GD = 261 ms) than in the n + 1 unmasked condition (mean SFD = 203 ms, mean GD = 216 ms)".
Successor effects
The section describing the successor effects, which extends over several paragraphs, needs to change as follows:
The original text read: ''In total, we found three successor effects that could be considered PoF effects. First, we observed a significant effect of n + 1 predictability on SFD (b = À0.019, SE = 0.0047, t = À4.02) and GD (b = À0.018, SE = 0.0047, t = À3.86), with more predictable words n + 1 being associated with shorter fixation times on the currently fixated word. The interaction of n + 1 predictability and mask condition, however, did not reach significance (SFD: b = 0.0036, SE = 0.0047, t = 0.76; GD: b = 0.0034, SE = 0.0048, t = 0.70). Predictability involves more than just lexical information (syntactic and semantic properties of both the context and the word also influence the predictability of the word). Still, an n + 1 predictability effect like the one we found would commonly be interpreted as a high-level PoF effect. This n + 1 predictability effect showed a significant interaction with word n length in SFD (b = À0.0095, SE = 0.0038, t = À2.53), while the same interaction term was only marginally significant in GD (b = À0.0073, SE = 0.0037, t = À1.96). This interaction indicates that the n + 1 predictability effect was stronger when the currently fixated word n was long than when it was short. The direction of the n + 1 predictability effect (higher n + 1 predictability leads to shorter fixation times on n) was opposite to the direction of the effects observed by Kliegl et al. (2006) , but in the same direction as the effect observed by Li et al. (2014) . This may be due to the difference in language between these studies (German in Kliegl et al., Chinese in Li et al.), but it is also worth mentioning that our predictability measure (conditional trigram probability) is slightly different from the cloze predictability measures used by the other studies. As n + 1 conditional trigram probability was strongly correlated with n + 1 word frequency, it is possible that the collinearity made it difficult to distinguish predictability from frequency effects. Indeed, in a model without conditional trigram probability predictors, n + 1 frequency had a robust main effect in the n + 1 masked condition (SFD: b = À0.011, SE = 0.0044, t = À2.40; GD: b = À0.011, SE = 0.0045, t = À2.56).
When n + 1 predictability was included in the model, n + 1 frequency did not have an effect either when n + 1 was masked (SFD: b = 0.0076, SE = 0.0056, t = 1.35; GD: b = 0.0061, SE = 0.0057, t = 1.08) or when it was unmasked (SFD: b = À0.0015, SE = 0.0056, t = À0.27; GD: b = À0.00088, SE = 0.0058, t = À0.15). Also, there was a significant main effect of n + 1 length in the n + 1 masked condition (SFD: b = 0.015, SE = 0.0047, t = 3.26; GD: b = 0.016, SE = 0.0048, t = 3.40). This effect did not seem to be modulated by the n + 1 mask condition, as indicated by the nonsignificant interaction term between n + 1 length and preview (SFD: b = 0.00059, SE = 0.0044, t = 0.14; GD: b = À0.0016, SE = 0.0045, t = À0.35). This is not surprising as valid length information for words was available whether the words were masked or not. However, there was a significant interaction between n + 1 frequency and n + 1 length (SFD: b = À0.017, SE = 0.0049, t = À3.42; GD: b = À0.017, SE = 0.0049, t = À3.41), indicating that, in the n + 1 masked condition, there was an n + 1 successor frequency effect that differed for n + 1 words of different lengths. Fig. 2 260  250  240  230  220  210  200  190  180  170  160  260  250  240  230  220  210  200  190  180  170  160  -1  0  1  2  3  4 n+1 Frequency class n frequency low high Fig. 3 . Single fixation duration by n frequency, n + 1 frequency, and n + 1 mask condition (error bars show standard error over the entire data set). N + 1 frequency class is determined by taking the log10 of n + 1 frequency per million, rounding to the nearest integer.
upcoming word n + 1 was very short (1 or 2 letters) and of high frequency than when it was very short and of low frequency. This effect may be caused by skipping. Kliegl and Engbert (2005) found that subjects tend to make shorter fixations before skipping short and high frequency words than before fixating them. Of course, there are not many low frequency words that are this short (there were actually only three words in the experimental sentences that fit this criterion, namely my, us, and me), which makes this finding quite specific. There was no frequency effect for 3-, 4-, and 5-letter n + 1 words. However, readers seemed to be sensitive to the frequency of n + 1 words with 6 or more letters, spending more time on the current word when n + 1 was long and of low frequency than when it was long and of high frequency. This finding replicates the effect found by Kliegl et al. (2006) , although, in their study, the frequency effect was present independent of n + 1 word length, while we only observed the effect for long (6 letters or more) n + 1 words. This may be due to differences between English and German, which has more long words and fewer short words than English.
Additionally, n + 1 word frequency significantly interacted with the frequency of the current word n, such that the n + 1 frequency effect was stronger when word n was of lower frequency (SFD: b = 0.0088, SE = 0.0036, t = 2.43; GD: b = 0.0086, SE = 0.0037, t = 2.31). It is possible that whatever process drives the apparent n + 1 frequency effect only has a chance to influence fixation times on the current word if that word is relatively difficult to process and is therefore fixated longer.
Critically, there was no three-way interaction between the mask condition and the interaction between n + 1 length and n + 1 frequency (SFD: b = 0.00031, SE = 0.0045, t = 0.07; GD: b = À5.2eÀ05, SE = 0.0047, t = À0.01), suggesting that the n + 1 frequency by n + 1 length interaction was present both when n + 1 was masked and when n + 1 was unmasked. The same was true for the three-way interaction between the mask condition and the interaction between n + 1 frequency and n frequency (SFD: b = À0.0019, SE = 0.0029, t = À0.64; GD: b = À0.0025, SE = 0.003, t = À0.83), suggesting that the n + 1 frequency by n frequency interaction was also present both when n + 1 was masked and when n + 1 was unmasked. At first glance, the three effects we found would seem to replicate previous findings of successor frequency effects. However, these apparent successor effects were present both when n + 1 was unmasked and when n + 1 was masked (see Figs. 2 and 3) . This is quite surprising as it suggests that the n + 1 frequency successor effect we observed on short words is caused by a process that is not dependent on lexical parafoveal processing". This entire section must be changed to read: ''We found a number of successor effects that could be considered PoF effects. First, we observed a significant effect of n + 1 predictability on SFD (b = À0.025, SE = 0.0044, t = À5.69) and GD (b = À0.024, SE = 0.0046, t = À5.18), with more predictable words n + 1 being associated with shorter fixation times on the currently fixated word. The interaction of n + 1 predictability and mask condition, however, did not reach significance (SFD: t = 1.50; GD t = 1.48). Predictability involves more than just lexical information (syntactic and semantic properties of both the context and the word also influence the predictability of the word). Still, an n + 1 predictability effect like the one we found would commonly be interpreted as a highlevel PoF effect. There was no significant interaction between this n + 1 predictability effect and word n length in SFD (t = À0.72) or GD (t = À0.63). The direction of the n + 1 predictability effect (higher n + 1 predictability leads to shorter fixation times on n) was opposite to the direction of the effects observed by Kliegl et al. (2006) , but in the same direction as the effect observed by Li et al. (2014) . This may be due to the difference in language between these studies (German in Kliegl et al., Chinese in Li et al.), but it is also worth mentioning that our predictability measure (conditional trigram probability) is slightly different from the cloze predictability measures used by the other studies.
In SFD, n + 1 frequency had a significant effect when n + 1 was masked (b = 0.013, SE = 0.0052, t = 2.59). Critically, there was no interaction between the mask condition and the n + 1 frequency effect (SFD: t = 0.57, suggesting that the n + 1 frequency effect was present both when n + 1 was masked and when n + 1 was unmasked. In GD, there was a marginal n + 1 frequency effect in the same direction (t = 1.87), again with no indication of an interaction between the mask condition and the n + 1 frequency effect (t = 0.34). The model for GD may lack power due to multicollinearity issues, as separate models fitted for the n + 1 masked condition and the n + 1 unmasked condition both show a significant effect of n + 1 frequency on GD (n + 1 masked: b = 0.011, SE = 0.005, t = 2.20; n + 1 unmasked: b = 0.013, SE = 0.0056, t = 2.33) even though the full model doesn't. In the full model, there also was a significant main effect of n + 1 length in the n + 1 masked condition (SFD: t = 1.41; GD: t = 1.55). This effect was modulated by the n + 1 mask condition (SFD (marginal): t = 1.93; GD: b = 0.0083, SE = 0.0035, t = 2.34). This is not surprising as valid length information for words was available whether the words were masked or not. There was no significant interaction between n + 1 frequency and n + 1 length (SFD: t = À1.17; GD: t = À1.39; see Fig. 2 ). There also was no significant interaction between n + 1 word frequency with the frequency of the current word n, although there was a trend in GD (SFD: t = 0.99; GD: t = 1.51, see Fig. 3 ).
At first glance, the effects we found would seem to replicate previous findings of successor frequency effects. However, these apparent successor effects were present both when n + 1 was unmasked and when n + 1 was masked (see Figs. 2 and 3) . This is quite surprising as it suggests that the n + 1 frequency successor effect we observed on short words is caused by a process that is not dependent on lexical parafoveal processing".
Summary of the changes
The most important difference between the new analysis and our original analysis is that we now find a main of n + 1 frequency effect on SFD. On GD, this effect is marginal, but reaches significance in both preview conditions if we split the data by n + 1 preview and analyze the unmasked and masked conditions separately. This suggests that, in the full analysis, we lose power due to multicollinearity between the n + 1 frequency main effect and the n + 1 frequency by preview interaction.
Overall, we find that the apparent lexical parafoveal-onfoveal effect is no longer modulated by word n + 1 length and by word n frequency. Instead, it is present across all n + 1 word lengths and word n frequencies. The interactions we found in the original analysis were likely the result of fixations on longer words being more likely and therefore also more likely to be inappropriately excluded, thereby changing the fixation record for long words more than the record for short words.
Effects on the pre-target word in the factorial analysis
The section about the effects on the pre-target word in the factorial analysis (with the exception of the last two sentences in that section) needs to change as follows:
The original text read: ''As observed in the corpus analysis, there was a significant effect of the n + 1 mask on SFD (b = À0.16, SE = 0.0082, t = À19.46) and GD (b = À0.16, SE = 0.0085, t = À19.31), with SFD and GD on the pre-target word being shorter when n + 1 was unmasked than when it was masked (SFD: n + 1 masked: 227 ms, n + 1 unmasked: 193 ms; GZD: n + 1 masked: 229 ms, n + 1 unmasked: 194 ms). Of course this effect can also be viewed as a standard preview benefit effect due to the fact that the pretarget words were almost always masked on an earlier fixation in the masked condition. That is, these pre-target words were at one point a word (n + 1) for a fixation on the pre-pre-target word.
In the n + 1 masked condition, there was no significant effect of the target word (i.e., n + 1) frequency manipulation on either SFD (b = À0.0076, SE = 0.0057, t = À1.34) or GD (b = À0.0096, SE = 0.0058, t = À1.65) on the pre-target word. The lack of interactions between target frequency and the mask conditions (all |t| < 1.5) means that we did not find an n + 1 frequency effect in the n + 1 unmasked condition either".
This must be changed to read: ''As observed in the corpus analysis, there was a significant effect of the n + 1 mask on SFD (b = À0.16, SE = 0.012, t = À14.03) and GD (b = À0.17, SE = 0.012, t = À14.50), with SFD and GD on the pre-target word being shorter when n + 1 was unmasked than when it was masked (SFD: n + 1 masked: 228 ms, n + 1 unmasked: 193 ms; GZD: n + 1 masked: 243 ms, n + 1 unmasked: 202 ms). Of course this effect can also be viewed as a standard preview benefit effect due to the fact that the pre-target words were almost always masked on an earlier fixation in the masked condition. That is, these pre-target words were at one point a word (n + 1) for a fixation on the pre-pre-target word.
In the n + 1 masked condition, there was no significant effect of the target word (i.e. n + 1) frequency manipulation on either SFD (t = 1.45) or GD (t = 1.67) on the pre-target word.
There was a marginally significant interaction between target frequency and the mask condition in SFD (t = À1.92) and GD (t = À1.92). However, the means show that neither mask condition shows a substantial n + 1 frequency effect (n + 1 masked: SFD, high frequency: 226, low frequency: 229; GD, high frequency: 240 ms, low frequency: 245 ms; n + 1 unmasked: SFD, high frequency: 194 ms, low frequency: 191 ms; GD, high frequency: 203 ms, low frequency: 202 ms)".
Effects on the target word in the factorial analysis
The paragraph describing the effects of our manipulation on the target word in the factorial analysis needs to change as follows:
The original text read: ''We found the same effects of the n + 1 mask (SFD: b = À0.2, SE = 0.0063, t = À31.88; GD: b = À0.2, SE = 0.0066, t = À30.62) as in the pre-target analysis (SFD: n + 1 masked: 262 ms, n + 1 unmasked: 214 ms; GZD: n + 1 masked: 265 ms, n + 1 unmasked: 194 ms). More importantly, there was a clear effect of target word frequency on SFD (b = À0.032, SE = 0.0056, t = À5.82) and GD (b = À0.032, SE = 0.0058, t = À5.58). Specifically, SFDs and GDs were shorter in the high frequency condition (SFD: 227 ms, GD: 230 ms) than in the low frequency condition (SFD: 246 ms, GD: 248 ms). The frequency effect was modulated by the n + 1 mask condition, as the significant interaction shows (SFD: b = À0.015, SE = 0.0063, t = À2.43; GD, marginal: b = À0.013, SE = 0.0066, t = À1.95): when n + 1 was masked, the frequency effect was slightly smaller (SFD, high frequency: 254, low frequency: 271; GD, high frequency: 256, low frequency: 274) than when n + 1 was unmasked (SFD, high frequency: 205, low frequency: 225; GD, high frequency: 206, low frequency: 227)".
This must be changed to read: ''We found the same effects of the n + 1 mask (SFD: b = À0.21, SE = 0.01, t = À20.39; GD: b = À0.22, SE = 0.011, t = À20.02) as in the pre-target analysis (SFD: n + 1 masked: 264 ms, n + 1 unmasked: 214 ms; GZD: n + 1 masked: 291 ms, n + 1 unmasked: 202 ms). More importantly, there was a clear effect of target word frequency on SFD (b = 0.031, SE = 0.0053, t = 5.80) and GD (b = 0.049, SE = 0.0059, t = 8.41). Specifically, SFDs and GDs were shorter in the high frequency condition (SFD: 229 ms, GD: 246 ms) than in the low frequency condition (SFD: 246 ms, GD: 276 ms). In SFD, the frequency effect was modulated by the n + 1 mask condition, as the significant interaction shows (SFD: b = 0.014, SE = 0.0066, t = 2.06; not significant in GD: t = 1.19): when n + 1 was masked, the frequency effect was slightly smaller (high frequency: 256, low frequency: 272 than when n + 1 was unmasked (high frequency: 205 ms, low frequency: 223 ms)".
Summary of the results section
In the summary of the results section, the sentence describing the interaction of the n + 1 frequency effect with word length needs to be deleted:
''Also, as described above, if there was an interaction between the n + 1 frequency effect and another word property (as our corpus analysis suggests) it is possible that the target words were selected in such a way that they happened to be associated with a very weak n + 1 frequency effect (e.g. by being medium-length words rather than covering the entire word length spectrum)".
Appendix A
The appendix needs to change as follows. The original text read:
''In this Appendix, all effects observed in the correlational approach LMM analyses that were not directly relevant to parafoveal preprocessing and therefore were not reported in the main text are reported.
Effects of fixation position. We observed very strong effects of fixation position on SFD and GD. The linear trend was positive and significant in both SFD (b = 0.012, SE = 0.0011, t = 10.70) and GD (b = 0.013, SE = 0.0012, t = 11.23). There also was a significant quadratic trend in SFD (b = À0.019, SE = 0.0012, t = À16.25) and GD (b = À0.017, SE = 0.0012, t = À13.84). The length of the incoming saccade showed a significant effect on both SFD (b = 0.012, SE = 0.0012, t = 10.06) and GD (b = 0.011, SE = 0.0012, t = 9.43), with longer fixation times when the incoming saccade was large, while there was no such effect for the length of the outgoing saccade (all t < 1.96).
Lag effects: effects of lexical properties of the word preceding the currently fixated word (word n À 1). We observed significant lag effects of frequency in both SFD (b = 0.027, SE = 0.0036, t = 7.38) and GD (b = 0.026, SE = 0.0037, t = 6.86), with words receiving longer fixations when they had been preceded by low-frequency words than when they had been preceded by high frequency words. This effect was modulated by the length of the preceding word, such that words preceded by short low-frequency words n À 1 were fixated longer than words preceded by long low-frequency words n À 1 (SFD: b = 0.009, SE = 0.003, t = 3.00; GD b = 0.0066, SE = 0.0031, t = 2.14. Finally, we observed a lag effect of predictability, with words showing lower SFD (b = À0.028, SE = 0.003, t = À9.47) and GD (b = À0.028, SE = 0.0031, t = À9.01) when the preceding word had been highly predictable from the context than when it had not been predictable.
Immediacy effects: effects of the properties of the currently fixated word (word n). There was a significant frequency effect on SFD (b = À0.012, SE = 0.0055, t = À2.11) but not GD (b = À0.0048, SE = 0.0061, t = À0.78), indicating that words received shorter fixations when they were of high frequency.
There also was a significant effect of predictability, with words showing shorter SFD (b = À0.024, SE = 0.0032, t = À7.51) and GD (b = À0.026, SE = 0.0033, t = À7.95) when a word was predictable from the sentence context than when it was not.
When n + 1 was masked, there was a significant main effect of word length on GD (b = À0.012, SE = 0.0059, t = À2.05), but not SFD (b = À0.009, SE = 0.0059, t = À1.52), and there was no significant interaction between word frequency and length (all t < 1.96). However, there was a significant interaction between mask condition and word length, indicating that word length did have an effect when n + 1 was unmasked (SFD: b = 0.022, SE = 0.0047, t = 4.63; GD: b = 0.021, SE = 0.0048, t = 4.40). There was a significant three-way interaction between mask condition, frequency, and word length (SFD: b = À0.0073, SE = 0.0035, t = À2.09; GD: b = À0.0093, SE = 0.0036, t = À2.59). This interaction seems to indicate that the reverse effect of word length in the unmasked condition was strongest when word n was of low frequency, while it was weaker for higher frequency words n and even reversed for extremely high frequency words n. It may seem a bit surprising that there was no strong main effect of word n length in the n + 1 masked condition in SFD, and that the effect of n length goes in the opposite direction (with shorter words receiving longer fixations) in the unmasked preview condition. However, it is important to keep in mind that the predictors in LMMs describe partial effects, that is, the effect of the independent variable in question when all other variables in the model are statistically controlled. In our raw data, longer words were associated with longer fixations, just as expected. Word n length was also highly correlated with word n frequency and predictability, though, with shorter words tending to be higher frequency and more predictable. With n frequency and predictability in the model (and therefore being statistically controlled), there either was no remaining partial effect of word length (in the masked condition) or that the remaining partial effect of word length was reversed (in the unmasked condition). This situation is known as a suppressor effect".
This must be changed to read: ''In this Appendix, we report all effects observed in the correlational approach LMM analyses that were not directly relevant to parafoveal preprocessing and therefore were not reported in the main text.
Effects of fixation position. We observed very strong effects of fixation position on SFD and GD. The linear trend was positive and significant in both SFD (b = 0.013, SE = 0.00089, t = 15.04) and GD (b = 0.0024, SE = 0.00096, t = 2.48). There also was a significant quadratic trend in SFD (b = À0.016, SE = 0.00093, t = À16.81) and GD (b = 0.012, SE = 0.00098, t = 11.88).
The length of the incoming saccade showed a significant effect on both SFD (b = 0.018, SE = 0.00093, t = 19.00) and GD (b = 0.019, SE = 0.00099, t = 19.13), with longer fixation times when the incoming saccade was large, and when the outgoing saccade was short (SFD: (b = À0.0063, SE = 0.00091, t = À6.92); GD: (b = À0.01, SE = 0.00097, t = À10.63)).
Lag effects: effects of lexical properties of the word preceding the currently fixated word (word n À 1). We observed significant lag effects of frequency in both SFD (b = 0.018, SE = 0.0031, t = 5.93) and GD (b = 0.016, SE = 0.0033, t = 4.82), with words receiving longer fixations when they had been preceded by low-frequency words than when they had been preceded by high frequency words. There was no interaction between n À 1 frequency and n À 1 length (SFD: t = 1.22; GD t = 0.09. Finally, we observed a lag effect of predictability, with words showing lower SFD (b = À0.022, SE = 0.0025, t = À8.93) and GD (b = À0.023, SE = 0.0027, t = À8.69) when the preceding word had been highly predictable from the context than when it had not been predictable.
Immediacy effects: effects of the properties of the currently fixated word (word n). There was a significant frequency effect on SFD (b = À0.03, SE = 0.0056, t = À5.45) and GD (b = À0.03, SE = 0.0059, t = À5.14), indicating that words received shorter fixations when they were of high frequency.
There also was a significant effect of predictability, with words showing shorter SFD (b = À0.023, SE = 0.0028, t = À8.10) and GD (b = À0.025, SE = 0.003, t = À8.24) when a word was predictable from the sentence context than when it was not. 255  250  245  240  235  230  225  220  215  210  255  250  245  240  235  230  225  220  215  210  -1  0  1  2  3  4  5 n+1 frequency class n frequency low high Fig. A2 . Predicted partial effect of n + 1 frequency, n frequency, and n + 1 mask on single fixation duration (from the fitted LMMs using the remef function by Hohenstein & Kliegl, 2014) . n + 1 frequency class is determined by taking the log 10 of n + 1 frequency per million, rounding to the nearest integer.
When n + 1 was masked, there was a significant main effect of word length on GD (b = À0.049, SE = 0.006, t = À8.20), but not SFD (t = 0.03), and there was no significant interaction between word frequency and length (all t < 1.96). However, there was a significant interaction between mask condition and word length, indicating that word length did have an effect when n + 1 was not masked (SFD: b = 0.015, SE = 0.0037, t = 4.01; GD: b = 0.02, SE = 0.0039, t = 5.02). The three-way interaction between mask condition, frequency, and word length was not significant (SFD: t = À0.79; GD: t = À0.61)". Figs. A1 and A2 need to be updated.
